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waste and disposal as LLW. Currently there are no known uses for the MgF2 that would be
produced if the use as metal alternative were to be selected; it is therefore assumed that this MgF2

would require disposal either as nonhazardous solid waste or as LLW. Brief discussions of the
market for anhydrous HF and historical industrial experience showing that ifproduced, it could be
purified to contain less than I ppm uranium, are provided in Sections 23.3 and F.2.1 of the PEIS.
Text has been added to Sections S.4.8 and 2.4.8 to clarify the assumption made in the PEIS that i/
HF were produced, it would be soldfor use subject to appropriate review and approval by the U.S.
NRC or DOE.

The PEISassumes that any depleted uranium oxide disposedofwouldbe classifiedasLL W.
The evaluation ofdisposal options in the PEIS considered disposal in representativefacilities which
could be usedfor the disposal of LLW, including shallow-earthen structures, vaults, and mines.
Because the PEIS is not intended to identify sites for future management activities, the potential
impacts ofthe disposal options were evaluated usinggeneric environmental settings, and considered
both "wet" and "dry" sites. The characteristics of these settings were selected to provide as
substantive an assessment as possible and to allow for a comprehensive comparison of the
alternatives. After the Record of Decision for the PEIS, potential facility locations would be
evaluated and appropriate site-specific analyses for any requiredfacilities would be conducted.

The detailed analysis presentedfor disposal in the PEIS does indicate that the dose to a
hypothetical receptorfrom contaminatedgroundwater would exceed regulatory limitsfora disposal
facility in a "wet" environment for all three disposal options considered, including disposal in a
mine. However, the analysis also indicates that groundwater impacts would be less than regulatory
limits for a disposal facility located in a "dry" environment, including shallow-earthen structures
and vaults. (These results are summarized in Section 2.4.5 andpresented in detail in Section 1.4 o]
Appendix I). It must be stressed, as noted in Appendix I, that the disposal calculations are subject
to a great deal of uncertainty and would depend greatly on the specific disposal facility design and
site-specificfactors, such as soil characteristics, water infiltration rates, depth to groundwater, and
the chemical characteristics ofuranium and the soil beneath the disposalfacility. Suchfactors would
be considered duringsite selectionfacility design, performance assessment, andlicensingactivities
if disposal were required. Rather than cite regulatory agency positions that may not be applicable
to the disposal of depleted uranium oxide in the summary ofpotential waste impacts, text has been
added to Sections S.4.5 and 2.4.5 (Water and Soil Impacts) detailing some ofthe uncertainties of the
non-site-specific analysis for disposal, and stating that if disposal were implemented in the future,
all disposal activities would take place in accordance with applicable rules and regulations for
disposal ofLL W(regardless of whether shallow earthen structures, vaults, or mines were the chosen
disposal option).

Cumulative impacts were evaluated in the PEIS onlyfor components ofthe alternativesfor
which the locations ofthe actions were already known (i.e., continued cylinder storage and cylinder
preparation for shipment). The cumulative impacts of these components are described in Section




